Government reforms in South Korea, beginning in the 1980s, moved towards deconcentration and deregulation in the 1990s and 2000s. However, the contents of the reforms under the "transformational" presidencies following democratization, which aimed to raise the quality of government and respond to increasing social polarization and political discord, did not significantly reduce state power nor depoliticize policy-making.
Introduction
After making considerable progress in terms of economic and social development (Caiden & Kim, 1999; Johnson, 1999; Kohli, 1999) , the Korean state pursued a range of neoliberal policy reforms in the 1980s and 1990s. In line with critiques on state involvement, these reforms under presidents Chun Doo-Hwan (1981 and Roh TaeWoo (1988 TaeWoo ( -1993 sought to depoliticize policy affairs and reduce state intervention (Chang, 1999; Johnson, 1999; Moon, 1988; Oh, 1999) .
A series of reforms continued to be made under the Kim Young-Sam presidency (1993) (1994) (1995) (1996) (1997) (1998) , in response to increasing demands for economic and social democratization to follow political democratization. Depoliticization remained a concern under the New Public Management and New Public Governance reforms of the Kim Dae-Jung presidency (1998 -2003 along with the neo-Weberian State reforms of the Roh MooHyun presidency (2003) (2004) (2005) (2006) (2007) (2008) . Reforms under both of these presidents also sought to respond to the unintended outcomes of earlier mismanaged policies. More recently, the presidencies of Lee Myung-Bak (2008 and Park Geun-Hye (2013-) have seen continued growth in the power of the National Assembly, however, this has been accompanied by the pursuit of presidential policy agendas and a general reduction in ministerial power. Politicization (i.e., the extent to which relationships between the political and executive branch are intertwined) represents an important research topic because the government reform literature is divided according to the supposed outcomes. On the one hand, it has been argued that deconcentration and deregulation promote depoliticization (Caiden, 1988; Dunleavy & Hood, 1994; Hood, 1991; Lynn, 1998) . Others, however, have argued that deconcentration and deregulation may actually result in a more politicized policy process (Kavanagh & Richards, 2001; Pollitt, 2003; Richards, 2008) .
This study reviews the reforms in detail, to investigate the effects on the politicization of policy affairs. In particular, this study asks, first, "To what extent have Korean administrative reforms resulted in politicization?", and, second, "Have there been differences in the extent of politicization over time?" In order to answer these questions the major reforms since the 1980s are reviewed according to periods which we have termed as "transitional" (Chun Doo-Hwan and Roh Tae-Woo presidencies), "transformational" (Kim Young-Sam, Kim Dae-Jung, and Roh Moo-Hyun) , and "posttransformational" (Lee Myung-Bak and Park Geun-Hye) . Particular emphasis is given to the transformational period, and especially the Kim Dae-Jung and Roh Moo-Hyun administrations due to the variety of interpretations in the extant literature (e.g. Choi, 1999; Kwon, 1998 Kwon, , 2005 Lee et al., 2010; Song, 1999) Korea makes for an interesting case study because of its history of a strong state and the number of attempted reform efforts. Studies focusing on the period prior to the Kim Dae-Jung administration have documented presidential depoliticization (Chung & Jun, 1991; Hahm & Kim, 1999; Moon, 1988; Oh, 1999) . There are also a number of studies which suggest similar tendencies in the Kim Dae-Jung and/or Roh Moo-Hyun administrations (Kim & Moon, 2002; Kwon, 1998 Kwon, , 2005 Song, 1999) , or which note the emphasis on limited government and market principles at this time (Dollery & Lee, 2004; Lee et al., 2010 ). Yet, opinion continues to be divided, with other researchers pointing to the ways in which the reforms were intended to reinforce state strength (APEC, 2007; Jung et al., 2008; Moon & Ingraham, 1998; Moon & Ju, 2007; Yang, 2004) , and hence, the limits that were placed on depoliticization. With further changes in reform direction under presidents Lee Myung-Bak and Park Geun-Hye, it is important to review the reforms in light of the existing literature on depoliticization to contribute to understanding of Korean administrative reform and its relationship to the wider reform literature.
A Critical Approach to Principles of Public Sector Reform
Government reform across states has been undertaken in line with New Public Management principles such as deregulation, customization, deconcentration and debureaucratization (Caiden, 1988; Schelling, 1978) . Viewed from the perspective of depoliticization, these principles can be divided into structural and managerial aspects: deconcentration and deregulation. Reforms for deconcentration include changes to the structure of government to diffuse power. For example, measures to disperse decision making authority among a range of ministries, and to convert hierarchical relationships between political and executive branches to contractual relationships. Reforms for deregulation include efforts to give greater autonomy to professional managers and ministers, to better meet the needs of policy customers. For example, efforts to introduce performance management systems and incentive schemes, and to replace political mechanisms for representing citizen interests with market mechanisms. Reforms based on these principles have been undertaken, with mixed results, in the US, the UK, Australia, France and Germany in the West as well as China, Japan, Taiwan and Thailand in East Asia (Campbell & Peters, 1988; Cheung, 2005; Cho & Frederickson, 1997; Common, 2001; Dollery & Lee, 2004; Hesse, 1997; Moon & Ingraham, 1998; Pollitt & Bouckaert, 2011) .
The politicization of the policy process has been criticized for weakening government accountability (Hood, 1991) , and the benefits of depoliticization have been noted (Caiden, 1988; Peters, 2000; Pierre & Peters, 2000) . However, the effects of structural reforms for deconcentration of decision-making authority and managerial reforms for deregulation have been questioned. In particular, it has been suggested that they may undermine the quality of government (Hirst, 2000; Kickert, 1997; Pollitt & Bouckaert, 2011; Stoker, 2006) , and ironically result in the increased executive or ministerial power and politicization (Richards, 2008) . This section reviews the existing arguments about (1) deconcentration for structural reform, and (2) deregulation for managerial reform in order to better understand the expected effects in Korea.
Structural Reforms for Deconcentration
The deconcentration of decision-making authority, as a form of public sector reorganization, has been extensively undertaken across states (Caiden, 1988; Hood, 1991) .
Regarding positive effects, it has been argued that deconcentration paves the way for monopolistic political power to be supplemented by diverting managerial powers among a wider range of actors (Hesse, 1997; Lynn, 1998; Pierre & Peters, 2000) . As policymaking power in the developmental state was concentrated in a small number of political elites, the devolution of this power to managers who work at the street level could contribute to more responsive government, capable of better meeting the needs of policy customers. Thus, deconcentration can be summarized as carving out devolved managerial power from centralized political power.
Deconcentration might also convert a political client-patron relationship between legislative and executive branches to a contractual principal-agent relationship (Caiden, 1988; Dunleavy & Hood, 1994; Hood, 1991; Lynn, 1998) . Accordingly, bureaucrats, as agents of politicians, could better serve citizens, who are the ultimate principals and policy customers, as deconcentration could minimize problems arising from client-patron relationships. Therefore actions to promote organizational innovation, simplify administrative processes, and devise performance measures have been widely adopted.
The negative consequences of deconcentration have also been noted. In particular, ultimate policy-making authority has been guarded by power elites, and only managerial authority seems to have been devolved to professional managers (Pollitt, 2003; Rhodes, 2000) . As a result, government responsiveness might remain unchanged, despite continued attempts to deconcentrate policy-making authority to street-level managers.
Viewed from this perspective, deconcentration has become a way to avoid charges of political irresponsibility, and to place liability at the door of frontline organizations such as executive agencies and their professional managers.
In addition, deconcentration may have weakened the political accountability of government as it has encouraged bureaucrats to provide services based on contractual relationships with politicians, and thus kept bureaucrats from actively participating in policy-making (Kavanagh & Richards, 2001; Pollitt, 2003) . For these reasons, deconcentration could also prevent managers from actively articulating and representing citizen interests. In this context, the change in relationship between the legislative and executive branches from a political to a contractual one may have renewed the need for a politicized policy process, and thereby encouraged the gradual reinforcement of political controls.
Managerial Reforms for Deregulation
Deregulation also attempts to reduce the politicization of policy affairs, and hence improve public sector flexibility and responsiveness. Other positives are that deregulation might reduce ill-established public policies by preventing politicians and political executives from excessively intervening in management decisions (Caiden, 1988; Hood, 1991) . In this way, deregulation could enhance the fairness of government by reducing opportunities for morally hazardous behavior from politicians and political executives.
Customization (i.e., adapting public services to public needs), based on the replacement of political mechanisms for representing citizen interests with market mechanisms such as user choice, usually accompanies deregulation (Caiden, 1988; Hood, 1991) . As policy affairs are open to monopolization by political elites, political mechanisms have come to be regarded as ineffective for articulating and representing citizen interests in the policy process (Dunleavy & Hood, 1994; Lynn, 1998) . It has thus been argued that the customization of public services could increase policy consumer satisfaction by creating customized services and improving government responsiveness.
The desirability of deregulation has also been questioned, as managers might deal with policy problems based on their own narrow perspectives, leading to more fragmented service delivery systems (Bevir & Rhodes, 2003; Rhodes, 2000) . In addition, management independence may not significantly increase, as deregulation has not always prevented politicians and political executives from intervening in the policy process.
Consequently, deregulation may paradoxically result in increased state intervention, and hence, the politicization of the policy process.
A further criticism is that customization might deprive citizens of a chance to articulate various interests in the policy process, as the emphasis is on the participation of policy customers, a group that is often narrowly defined according to both the range of participants and the extent of participation (Bevir & Rhodes, 2003; Huxham & Vangen, 1996) . Thus, customization may actually do little to improve government responsiveness, and could decrease citizens' political efficacy in the policy process. As a result, customization may increase the politicization of policy affairs (Hirst, 2000; Kavanagh & Richards, 2001; Kickert, 1997) .
As can be seen from the literature, the effects of government reform are far from conclusive, with some studies pointing toward the positive outcomes of depoliticization, while others argue that the reform process often introduces further problems and that depoliticization is not a straightforward process. Yet, reforms are adapted to countries, rather than taking place in a vacuum, and so Korea's history of concentrated decision making power in the Office of the President suggests a more complex process of depoliticization.
Trends in Korean Public Sector Reform

Decreases in State Strength during the Transitional Period (1981-1993)
The term "transitional period" is used to refer to the presidencies of Chun Doo-Hwan and Roh Tae-Woo, as it was during this time that steps were taken not only towards administrative reform, but also towards democratization. The public sector made up over half of the national economy during this period, and most policy affairs were highly politicized. Indeed, until the early 1980s, the policy process in Korea was dominated by the state, and the Office of the President in particular (Chang, 1999; Johnson, 1999; Kohli, 1999) . This seemed to result from the strong presidential institutions, supported by both a powerful secretariat and an efficient bureaucracy. As a result, the Korean state was able to intervene in a variety of policy affairs.
However, during the Chun Doo-Hwan administration, excessive state intervention in the policy process was criticized as undermining Korea's economic performance and as inappropriate political interference. Thus the regime undertook neoconservative reforms to decrease state involvement in economic policies (Chung & Jun, 1991; Moon, 1988) .
First, for economic stabilization, it took measures to reduce fiscal expenditures for social and economic development as well as general administration 1 and to control credit to both the public and private sectors. Second, for structural adjustment, it pursued industrial restructuring, financial reform, and domestic market liberalization.
The subsequent Roh Tae-Woo regime continued to pursue economic liberalization (Chung & Jun, 1991; Yang, 1995) . With the erosion of state power, described as amounting to state privatization (i.e., Weber's patrimonialism), the direct political role of the big business conglomerates (chaebol) drastically increased (Yang, 1995) . For instance, a party dominated by Hyundai acquired 24 seats in the 14th National Assembly in the 1992 election.
As the reforms in this period were undertaken, state autonomy gradually decreased in comparison with earlier regimes (Chang, 1999; Chung & Jun, 1991; Moon, 1988; Oh, 1999) . When faced with economic and social difficulties, however, and ultimately in social polarization and political discord, it was difficult to find new solutions that were not reliant on a politicized presidency. More specifically, the economic situation demanded measures to boost growth and improve distributional equity, while the growing political discord also demanded policy solutions. These circumstances during the two presidencies left a legacy that affected the formulation of public sector reforms during the transformational period which followed.
Public Sector Reform during the Transformational Period (1993-2008)
The "transformational period" covers the first three civilian presidencies after authoritarian rule. The early years of this period, under the Kim Young-Sam presidency saw some continuities with the transitional period regarding the reduction in state strength and liberalization (Hahm & Kim, 1999) . These processes gathered pace and deepened as the reinforcement of market capitalism became a goal once political democratization was consolidated. The emphasis, though, was more on political and economic liberalization, rather than government reform per se. Accordingly, attempts were made to reduce state involvement in economic and social development, and measures to minimize the public sector were widely undertaken. For instance, the administration fully or partly privatized We suggest that the reforms should be understood as tripartite politicization, as deconcentration, and to some extent deregulation, increased ministerial power and this came to be accompanied by a more powerful legislature.
Deconcentration for Structural Reform
Decision-making authority was gradually devolved to ministries as ministerial power was legitimized. Both the National Assembly confirmation hearings and the Civil Service
Commission qualification audits contributed to this increase in ministerial legitimacy.
The confirmation hearing was first used in the selection process for prime minister Lee It is important to note that there were efforts to reduce the power of senior ministers, for example, the Economic Planning Board was divided into the Planning and Budget
Commission and the Office of Budget in 1998. However, both the Commission and the Office were reintegrated into the Ministry of Planning and Budget in 1999. Thus, the Minister held wide ranging discretionary power across policies. In other areas, the power of ministers was more clearly strengthened, for example, the Minister for Government Administration and Home Affairs was given an extensive role in policy-making and implementation Lee et al., 2010) . 
Deregulation for Managerial Reform
To reduce ineffective regulations, a variety of managerial reforms were made, beginning in 1999. Under the reforms, incentive schemes, promotion by results, and performance guidelines were all introduced to promote merit-based rather than senioritybased personnel management, and civilians began to be appointed to the top three civil service grades. To improve budgetary efficiency, the Office of Budget adopted the Total Operational Expense System, in which it set a budget ceiling for each ministry, which was then used to determine budgetary priorities and the amounts available for specific expenditures. In addition, incentive funds were allocated to ministries based on their achievements in budget management reform, and actions were taken to prevent corruption team-based organization and marketability testing, were also introduced to the public sector around this time.
At the same time, measures were taken to reduce presidential intervention and increase ministerial autonomy in the internal management of approximately 20 NDPBs governed by the Public Corporations Act (Kim, 2004) . On the one hand, committees were created to recommend candidates for chair, and new systems introduced for management evaluation and the public announcement of management results (KAPC, 2013 ). Yet, the measures also saw the strengthening of ministers through the introduction of management contracts between the chair and minister of primary concern. Moreover, while the Ownership Steering Committee for Public Corporations was empowered to make management decisions, the Committee was required to report to the Minister for Planning and Budget and ministries of primary concern. NDPBs. 6 The new Act also had the goal of increasing transparency and accountable management through the introduction of private sector-style management techniques such as total quality management and management by objective. Moreover, a number of regulations guiding budget formation, organizational and personnel management, and business operations were deregulated to raise managerial autonomy.
Combined with deregulation, measures for customization, were also extensively undertaken. The Kim Dae-Jung administration undertook a number of initiatives to improve civil participation in the policy process and citizen satisfaction with policies. The e-government system was at the forefront of these efforts. In 1999, the Government
Information Disclosure Act was amended and the Comprehensive Plan for e-Government
was initiated. The Administrative Procedure Act, enacted shortly before the inauguration of president Kim Dae-Jung, was used to promote preliminary announcements on legislation and policy-making (Jeong et al., 2005) . These were geared to enhancing responsiveness to citizens by incorporating customer-oriented procedures into the public sector (Choi, 1999) . There were also efforts to raise social cohesion and the voluntary The reform outcomes in terms of customization have been questioned however.
Participation was low (Moon, 2009) , and it was therefore difficult to increase government responsiveness. Moreover, the e-government initiatives were reliant on central guidance from the Presidential Committee on Government Information Strategy, the Ministry of Government Administration and Home Affairs, and the National Information Society
Agency. The initiatives therefore saw relative continuity regarding power concentration, and little increase in public participation.
The Rise of Legislative Power
At the same time as the reforms for deconcentration and deregulation, the National Assembly's political role was also increasing. In particular, with democratic consolidation, two-party competition deepened and the National Assembly's policy (Chun, 2013) . Thus, rather than a depoliticized or reduced state, the situation can best be summarized as tripartite politicization of the presidency, ministers, and legislature.
Table 2 to Feature Here
Public Sector Reform during the Post-Transformational Period (2008-present)
The study refers to the Lee Myung-Bak and Park Geun-Hye presidencies as the "post- (2012) (2013) (2014) (2015) (2016) , when the two main parties won 93 percent of the total 300 seats. There has been a particular increase in the National Assembly's policy-making power; a total of 11,191 bills in the 18 th National Assembly were initiated by Members (Chun, 2013) . Thus, despite a reconcentration of power in presidential institutions in the post-transformational period, the situation is best summarized as bipartite politicization between the president and legislature.
Discussion: The Politics of Government Reform in Korea
While the state, as a capitalist developmental state, had enjoyed "autonomy insulated from society" for some three decades, it increasingly experienced "autonomy embedded in society" after the mid 1980s (Lee, 1995: 61) . This autonomy gradually decreased as neoliberal reforms in both the private and public sectors were undertaken (Chang, 1999; Oh, 1999) . However, economic problems, along with increasing social polarization and political discord, meant that reforms were focused on streamlining government and improving efficiency. A side effect was that the extent of depoliticization was relatively limited. Managers in the transformational period were given increased powers, yet this was not accompanied by a reduction in the power of elected officials and ministers, contrary to a key section of the literature on government reform (Caiden, 1988; Dunleavy & Hood, 1994; Hood, 1991; Lynn, 1998) . We suggest that the reforms can be regarded as a shift from monopolistic to tripartite politicization in the transformational period, followed by a move to bipartite politicization in the post-transformational period, as highlighted in table 3. labor, students, and civil society, were eroded. In addition, political support from the state's archetypal coalition, businesses and the middle class, was also weakened as their privileges were threatened by the economic situation.
As the state needed political resources and instruments with which to remedy the problematic outcomes, state strength was gradually reinforced through the reforms and ministerial power increased. As has been the case in other states (Spulber, 1997) , the reforms were undertaken for political reasons as well as economic ones. Constructing a new statecraft to cope with difficult economic and social situations appeared to be the foremost reform goal. Thus, the reforms streamlined rather than reduced the state role.
As such, the transformational period reforms can be seen to contain aspects of statecentric models such as the neo-Weberian State model, in line with Pollitt and Bouckaert (2011) .
Deconcentration and deregulation might thus lead to an increase in ministerial power and reinforcement of state strength rather than depoliticization of the policy process, particularly as state control over policy affairs may come to be prioritized over contractual relationships as a means of addressing seemingly intractable problems. The findings from the case material therefore support the literature which takes a critical perspective of government reform (Kavanagh & Richards, 2001; Peters, 2000; Pierre & Peters, 2000; Pollitt, 2003; Richards, 2008) . The tendency towards ministerial empowerment, while an improvement on monopolistic presidential power in democratic terms, remained problematic, as it emerged that ministers adopted a variety of bureaucratic and political strategies to pursue their own interests. Examples include policy conflicts over the reclamation of the Saemangeum tidal flats, Yeongwol Dam construction, Gyeongju radioactive waste disposal site, and the new administrative capital (Sejong city) (Park, 2012; Park & Lee, 2008) . 
Conclusion
From the late 1980s to the early 1990s, the Korean state underwent neoliberal reforms geared to reducing state intervention in the policy process. In comparison, during the transformational period, and particularly under the Kim Dae-Jung and Roh Moo-Hyun presidencies, government reforms were undertaken to address many social and political problems. These reforms, based on the principles of deconcentration and deregulation, though empowering for managers through the introduction of private sector style management techniques, resulted in increased ministerial power through improved autonomy and legitimacy, especially for the prime minister. Over the same time period, the National Assembly's policy-making power also increased to the extent that it came to represent a third pillar of policy-making in Korea.
The evidence reviewed in this study shows that the reform purposes and their results might be quite different from those of earlier governments, and that the transformational period reforms were an attempt to improve the quality of government, based on several reform models. As deconcentration and deregulation were attempted in a top-down way through political decisions, neoliberal reforms were undertaken in ways quite different from Western experiences. To some extent this points out the limits of liberalization, particularly in the context of East Asia where there is a tradition of the strong state.
However, at the same time, it is important to note that there are reform elements which are significantly influenced by Korean traditions of statecraft.
Thus, government reforms in Korea should be critically scrutinized. Neoliberal reforms are not always a panacea or the best way to reorganize government. In particular, the transitional period reforms exacerbated social and political problems including political disjuncture on policy issues between various social groups. With the persistence of the social and political problems, the transformational period reforms were moderated in such a way as to reinforce, not reduce, state strength by streamlining the government.
This led to tripartite politicization between the presidential, legislative, and ministerial actors in the policy process.
There was an unprecedented increase in prime ministerial power, while other ministerial positions, including deputy prime ministers, were either newly created or upgraded as part of efforts to meet increasing economic and social demands. In addition, a wide variety of managerial reforms were undertaken to raise government effectiveness and transparency. The idea underlying the reforms was that the quality of government could be improved by reinforcing state strength rather than reducing it. Yet, this meant that only limited depoliticization of the policy process took place.
Under the post-transformational presidencies, further presidential control over the policy process has been sought, at ministerial expense, meaning that it is now more accurate to talk of bipartite politicization, particularly as the National Assembly's policymaking power has continued to grow. The main factor in the increasing politicization of the presidency has been the desire to reinforce the presidential capacity to respond to ongoing economic and social problems.
The results of these efforts to maintain control as a response to ongoing difficulties suggest that reinforcing state power may not be the most appropriate solution. Indeed, we
should not be surprised if top-down attempts at policy solutions are unable to bring a halt to rising economic and social inequality. Korea has, for over a decade, been attempting to reinforce state strength in order to respond to seemingly intractable policy problems.
However, it may be that this response is feeding into problems that may be more suited to depoliticized solutions. Still, given the tremendous changes that Korean government and society have gone through in the time frame of this study, it would be more surprising if all of the reforms had been a complete success without any ongoing issues. All government reform is a learning process, which sets the stage for further developments.
Future waves of reforms will no doubt seek new solutions to the issues which we have identified.
Notes
For instance, government subsidies from the Grain Management Fund and the
Fertilizer Account were reduced, and in total, over 30 government funds were either eliminated (for example, the Machinery Industry Promotion Fund and the Electronic Industry Promotion Fund) or transferred to state-owned financial institutions (for example, the National Investment Fund), while public corporations were also subject to tighter government scrutiny, and the wages of public servants were frozen or reduced (Moon, 1988) . (1985) (1986) (1987) (1988) 13th (1988) (1989) (1990) (1991) (1992) 14th (1992) (1993) (1994) (1995) (1996) 15th (1996) (1997) (1998) (1999) (2000) 16th (2000) (2001) (2002) (2003) (2004) 17th (2004) (2005) (2006) (2007) (2008) 18th ( Total (276) Total (299) Total (299) Total (299) total (273) total (299) total (299) total ( 
